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Remarks 



Claims 57 and 59-65 remain in the present application for the Examiner's review and 
consideration. Claims 1 -56 and 58 were previously canceled. 

Claim 57 has been amended to recite that the step of **attaching the valve to the inner 
liner by press-fitting [is] such that the second opening of the inner liner is placed outward toward 
outer casing by the valve body for improving the retention of the inner liner inside the outer 
casing .'^ Support for this amendment can be found in the specification on page 1 0, lines 8-14. 

New dependent claim 66 is added to state that ^'a portion of the inner liner is held by the 
valve and a portion of the outer casing proximate the first and second opc^ings.^' Support for 
this amendment can he found on page 10, lines 8-9 (**snap-fit 46 of inner liner is inserted into 
nozzle 18 until it is locked to ledge 48" of outer casing l2Xsec also page 8, lines 21 -24 and 
Figure 4).' . . - 

No new matter has been added by these amendments. 

Claims 57-59 stand rejected as being obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a), in light of U.S. 
Publication No. 2002/0197522 to Lawrence et ai (hereinafter Lawrence) and newly cited U.S. 
Patent 5,390,814 to Christine et al (hereinafter Christine) and in further view of newly cited U,S: 
5,830,599 to Okamoto et ai (hereinafter Okamoto). Claims 6(^61 are rejected as being 
obviousness in light of Lawrence, Christine and Okamoto in view of U.S, Patent 6,021 ,930 to de 
Pons (heireinafter de Pous), Claims 62-65 are rejected for obviousness in ligjit of Lawrence, 
Christine and Okamoto in view of U.S. Patent 5,244,61 5 to Hobbs (h«rej«after Hobbs). 

Claim 57 is the only independent claim and is rejected as being obvious over Lawrence, 
Christine and Okamoto. The deficiencies of the Lawrence reference are well documented in 
Applicants' response filed on 27 October 2010, and for brevity are not repeated here. The 
examiner agrees that Lawrence does not disclose whether the valve is attached to the inner liner 
by press-fitting and whether the valve attached is attached by heat to the outer casing. (See final 
Office Action dated 21 January 201 1 at p. 4*) 

However, the Examiner states that Christine teaches a press-fitting connection between 
the valve/fitment (16) and the inner liner citing column 5, lines 60-65. (See final Oflice Action 
dated 21 January 201 1 at p. 4.) Applicants respectfully traverse this statement. Christine actually 
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teaches a press-j5ttitig corinection between the alleged valve/fitment (16) and sealing sleeve (38) 

and not to the inner liner (12), as shown below. 

fitment 16 and is sealed to the ponch 12. The sleeve 38 eo 
ntay be sealed to the fitment 16 by vaiions methods 
including direct injection molding, adhesive bonding, 
welding» or press fhtu^ Each mietfaocl pix>vide& a se- 

Tbe connection between sleeve (38) and inner liner (1 2) as disclosed in column 5 of 

Christine is actually by heat and not by press-fitting, contrary to the Examiner^s statement, as 

shown below. 

a sealing sleeve 38 of heat sealable plastic, such as low ss 
density polyethylene^ that is compatible from a heat 
sealing slandpcnnt with the film of the pooch 12 id pro- 

Hence; Christine cannot remedy the deficiencies of Lawrence. For this reason alone, claim S7 is 
patentable over the cited art. . - - 

- Fnrthermorc, the Examiner relies on Okamoto on column 4 [sic, 5], line 39 for the 
teaching of heat sealing, eg., ultrasonic welding, of the valve to the outer casing. However^ . 
Okamoto also teaches that the materials of cover 4, valve 9 and case 3 are made firom the "same 
material" for "ultrasonic bonding." (column 5, lines 36-39), as shown below. 

Then, the cover 4 and the safety valve P arrangement is 
made of the 9Amc material as the case 3 and the cover 4 are 
bonded together to form an integral structure by a bonding 
method such as an ultrasonic melting method or the like to ^ 
form a hermetic seal, a single cell thu^ being fabricated. 

This teaches away from Christine, because Christine teaches that the valve/fitment (16) arc made 
firom PETG or PBT in column 5, as shown below, 

in providing an impiovcd padtesrag 10^ tfie fitment 45 
16 is constructed from a hig^ barrier materiitl $ttC!h as 
PETG or polytmtylene terephthalatc (JPWT). Such ma- 
terials allow the fitment 16 to have high barrier proper- 
tiefi equivalent to the film used to oonstmct the pouch 
12» in contrast to typical fitments. so 

Unfortunately^ sndi material is not easily heat seal- 
able to the flexible plastic material^ e.g.t heat sealable 
diefms, that comprises the pouch 12. Paisoant to the 

And the material for the outer casing (14) is a '"paperboard," as shown in column 4: 

4Q box H as shown in HO. 1» may be constructed of a 
rigid paperboaid. The box 14 includes a fStont wall IS, a 
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Since the valve material taught in Christine is a "tiot easily heat scalable" material and the outer 
casing taught in Christine is made jFrom paper, Christine teaches away from a combination with 
Okamoto. Christine further teaches in column 5, as quoted above» that the materials selected for 
the valve/fitment 16 to have high barrier properties similar to inner liner (12) are 'Hmfortunately 
... not easily heat scalable,** This further teaches away from sealing by heat, as claimed in claim 
57. Claim 57 is patentable for these additional reasons. 

Lawrence discloses in paragraph [0093] that its outer casing can be made from anodized 
aluminum and statnped sheet metal, which are difficult to melt due to the high melting 
temperature of metals, and polycarbonate* but fails to teach the material of the valve 88a. Hence, 
Lawrence cannot resolve the differences betwe«i Christine and Okamoto. 

To further distinguish claim 57 jBrom the cited art, it has been amended to require that the 
press-fitting connection causes the secotid opening of the inner imer is to be placed outward 
toward outer casing by the valve body for improving the retention of the inner linei- inside the 
outer casiUjg, as discussed above* None of the prior art of record discloses this feature, and for 
this additional reason, claim 57 is patentable. 

Because claim 59 depends on allowable indq;)cndcnt claim 57 and adds further 
limitations thereto, it is patentable over the cited art. Tlie Applicants reserve the right to further 
support the patentability of these dependent claims should that become necessary. 

Claims 60-65 all depend upon allowable independent claim 57 and add further limitations 
thareto, and therefore are patentable at least for that reason alone. Moreover, the additional 
references of de Pous and Hobbs do not overcome the deficiencies of Lawrence, Christine or 
Okamoto, as discussed above. Applicants reserve the right to fiirther support the patentability of 
these dependent claims, should that become necessary. 

New claim 66 is fiidded to more fully describe the invention. Claim 66 depends on claim 
57 and incites fiirther limitation therefrom, and is patentable at least for that reason alone. 
Furthermore, none of the cited art discloses "a portion of the inner liner is held by the valve and a 
portion of the outer casing proximate the first and second openings." Applicants reserve the right 
to fiirther support the patentability of this dependent claim, should that become necessary. 
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Prompt and favorable consideration of this Amendment is respectfully requested. All of 
the stated grounds of rejection have been properly traversed^ accommodated, or rendered moot. 
Applicants therefore respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider all presently outstanding 
rejections and that they be withdra'wn. Applicants believe that a full and complete reply has been 
made to the outstanding Office Action and, as such, the present application is in condition for 
allowance. If the Examiner believes^ for any reason, that personal communication will expedite 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the 
number provided. 

A Request for Continued Examination and a Petition for a one month extension of time, 
as well as* payment of the required fee is svibmitted herewith. If any further fees are required, 
the Gommissioner may charge appropriate fees to The H.T. Than Law Group, Deposit Accoiint 
No. 50-1 980, and if any iadditional extension of time is required, it is hereby petitioned for under 
37CF,R.§ 1.136. ' ^ 



RespectfiiUy submitted. 



Date: 23 Mav 2011 




H.T. Than, Reg. No, 38,632 
Attorney for the Applicants 



The H.T. Than Law Group 
Waterfront Center 

1010 Wisconsin Ave., N.W., Suite 560 
Washington, D.C. 20007 



Telephone: (202) 363-2620 
Facsimile: (202)363-3490 



HTT 
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